Judgments of task-specific, expected performance (i.e., self-efficacy) Bandura, 1986; Locke, 1991) have begun to explore the processes underlying the self-regulation of behavior. In contrast to theories that posit unidirectional, deterministic effects from environmental influences or internal dispositions on behavior, social cognitive theories posit "triadic reciprocal causation" (Bandura, 1986) , in which behavioral, cognitive, and environmental influences interact and mutually influence one another. The shift from deterministic, unidirectional theories towards dynamic, bidirectional theories of sociocognitive functioning has increased attention to self-referent processes (Locke, 1991) . More recently, social cognitive research has focused on the linkages between judgments of personal capability or "self-efficacy" and task performance. Judgments of selfefficacy are estimates of one's ability to attain a certain level of performance in a specific task (Bandura, 1977 (Bandura, , 1986 . Relatively little is known about the characteristics of self-efficacy judgments (Gist & Mitchell, 1992) or their effects on behavior, performance, and perceptions of performance in cognitively complex tasks (Cervone, in press). While many information sources affect self-efficacy judgments (Bandura, 1977) , comparisons with others are among the most important influences (Bandura, 1986; Festinger, 1954; Goethals & Darley, 1977; Suls & Miller, 1977 Greenwald, 1980, and Taylor & Brown, 1988 , for reviews).
How accurate are initial judgments of task-specific, expected performance (i.e., self-efficacy)? How does perceived self-efficacy influence effort, performance and perceptions of performance? Social cognitive theories (e.g., Bandura, 1986; Locke, 1991) have begun to explore the processes underlying the self-regulation of behavior. In contrast to theories that posit unidirectional, deterministic effects from environmental influences or internal dispositions on behavior, social cognitive theories posit "triadic reciprocal causation" (Bandura, 1986) , in which behavioral, cognitive, and environmental influences interact and mutually influence one another. The shift from deterministic, unidirectional theories towards dynamic, bidirectional theories of sociocognitive functioning has increased attention to self-referent processes (Locke, 1991) . More recently, social cognitive research has focused on the linkages between judgments of personal capability or "self-efficacy" and task performance. Judgments of selfefficacy are estimates of one's ability to attain a certain level of performance in a specific task (Bandura, 1977 (Bandura, , 1986 . Relatively little is known about the characteristics of self-efficacy judgments (Gist & Mitchell, 1992) or their effects on behavior, performance, and perceptions of performance in cognitively complex tasks (Cervone, in press). While many information sources affect self-efficacy judgments (Bandura, 1977) , comparisons with others are among the most important influences (Bandura, 1986; Festinger, 1954; Goethals & Darley, 1977; Suls & Miller, 1977) .
Such comparisons are a primary influence on self-efficacy judgments because most human activities do not provide objective, nonsocial evidence of performance (Bandura & Jourden, 1991 (Cervone & Peake, 1986;  Peake & Cervone, 1989; Switzer & Sniezek, 1991) . While research has established that self-efficacy judgments are the product of heuristic-based processes, relatively little is known about the accuracy of self-efficacy judgments.
However, there is an extensive literature dating from the 1940s (e.g., Festinger, 1942; Frank, 1953; Irwin, 1944) that suggests a tendency towards overly positive self-evaluations. The bias towards overly positive self-evaluations extends across an impressive range of research paradigms, tasks, and participants (see Greenwald, 1980 , and Taylor & Brown, 1988 , for reviews).
Evidence of this tendency includes recalling positive personality traits more easily than negative ones (e.g., Kuiper, dinger, MacDonald & Shaw, 1985) , evaluating one's self more positively than others (e.g., Green & Gross, 1979) , unrealistic illusions of control over chance events (e.g., Langer, 1975) , and unrealistic optimism about future task performance (e.g., Crandall, Solomon, & Kelleway, 1955 (Taylor & Brown, 1988, p. 194 (Fischhoff, Slovic, & Lichtenstein, 1977; Koriat, Lichtenstein, & Fischhoff, 1980; Paese & Sniezek, 1991) , identifying words and sounds (Clarke, 1960; Swets, Tanner, & Birdsall, 1961) , predicting horse races (Fischhoff & Slovic, 1980) , and diagnosing the malignancy of ulcers (Fischhoff & Slovic, 1980 (Einhorn & Hogarth, 1978) and a tendency to seek confirming, but not disconfirming, evidence (Hoch, 1985; Klayman&Ha, 1987 Romney & Krogstad, 1982) . Similarly, overconfidence appears to be either greatly reduced (Sniezek & Buckley, 1991) or eliminated (Gigerenzer, Hoffrage, & Kleinbolting, 1991) when decision makers evaluate their performance over a series of decisions rather than making evaluations of each decision. Sniezek and Buckley (1991 ) (1992) found that participants' self-efficacy judgments made before engaging in a complex decision making task significantly overestimated ability relative to subsequent performance. Similarly, Bandura and Schunk (1981) (Bandura, 1986) , the extent of effort devoted to these activities (Cervone & Peake, 1986; Cervone & Palmer, 1990) , and subsequent self-efficacy judgments (Cervone & Palmer, 1990 (Hays, 1981) (Bandura & Cervone, 1983 . Setting personal goals can influence behavior by providing a benchmark for evaluating one's performance. Self-evaluative reactions are feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with one's performance. Self-evaluative reactions influence performance and behavior primarily when one both sets personal goals and receives feedback about performance (Bandura & Cervone, 1983 Cervone, in press). This suggests that the influence of self-efficacy relative to selfOverconfldence in Self-Efficacy 7 evaluative reactions is likely to be greatest in the absence of performance feedback and self-set goals.
Existing research has studied the effects of self-efficacy judgments on performance in a complex decision making task (Bandura & Jourden, 1991;  Bandura & Cervone, Jiwani, & Wood, 1991;  Cer/one & Wood, 1992; Jourden, 1992; . However with few exceptions (e.g., Switzer & Sniezek, 1991) , research to date has studied the same task and setting, in which participants manage the employees of a simulated manufacturing business. Studying alternative tasks and settings provides important evidence on the robustness of self-efficacy effects in complex decision making (Cervone & Wood, 1992) .
Choosing among alternatives is one of the most pervasive, and challenging, of cognitive activities (Hogarth, 1983; Stone & Schkade, 1991) .
Multiattribute choice (e.g., Payne, 1976 ) is a cognitively complex task that demands both effort (i.e., working hard) and the development of appropriate decision strategies (i.e., working smart). In such tasks, alternatives are frequently displayed on one dimension of a matrix and attributes of alternatives on the other.
For example in Figure 1 , colleges (labeled "A," "B," "C," etc.) are displayed as columns, and the attributes of the colleges (i.e., "Student Quality," "Student/fac.
Ratio," etc.) as rows, in a matrix. One advantage of studying the effects of selfefficacy in multiattribute choice tasks is the existence of well-defined measures of decision processes (Klayman, 1983; Payne, 1976; Payne, Braunstein, & Carroll, 1978) .
Insert Figure 1 about here An important question related to self-efficacy is the effect of positive and negative information about one's expected performance on self-efficacy judgments (Bandura & Jourden, 1991 (Kuiper & Derry, 1982; Kuiper & MacDonald, 1982; Kuiper et al., 1985) . It may therefore be the case that positive information about one's expected performance leads to larger increases in self-efficacy than the corresponding decreases associated with negative information about expected performance.
Historically, self-efficacy theory posited that people who believed that they would perform a task well exerted more effort, persevered longer, and performed better than those who thought that they would fail (Bandura, 1977 (Bandura, , 1982 (Bandura, , 1986 Eden, 1990 There is some evidence that overconfidence increases with task difficulty (Clarke, 1960; Nickerson & McGoldrick, 1965; Pitz, 1974 Information that induces mildly negative expectations (e.g., expecting only "average" performance) may increase effort, attention to strategy, and performance by increasing the perceived challenge of tasks (cf. Csikzentmihaiyi, 1990; Csikzentmihaiyi & LeFevre, 1989 (Bandura & Cervone, 1983 Cervone, in (Hays, 1981 (Payne et al., 1978) . Two measures of the selectively of information search are the: (1) variability in time spent per alternative and (2) (Klayman, 1983; Payne, 1976 The changes in self-efficacy of participants in the positive condition were larger than those of participants in the mildly negative condition (f(91) = 1.98, p = .05). The average change in self-efficacy in the positive expectation condition was 19.2, in the mildly negative condition it was 13.3. To better understand why the changes in self-efficacy of positive condition participants were larger, the number of participants in the positive and mildly negative conditions whose expectations were greater and less than 69.6 was computed (see Table 2 ). There were significantly more participants in the mildly negative condition (1 1/45 = 24.4%) whose expectations were greater than 69.6 than participants in the positive condition (2/47 = 4.3%) whose expectations were less than 69.6 (X^= (Cervone & Palmer, 1990) (Baron & Kenney, 1986 Eden, 1990; King, 1974) Bandura and Jourden (1991) gave some participants engaged in a decision making task feedback that led them to believe they had easily mastered the task. Other participants received feedback that led them to believe they had mastered the task through hard work. Participants who believed they had easily mastered the task set lower goals for themselves and performed worse than participants who believed they had worked hard to achieve mastery. The authors argue that conditions which create "complacent self-assurance" provide few incentives for exerting the effort necessary for attaining high levels of achievement. A complementary explanation for the superior performance of the mildly negative condition participants in this study is that they perceived the task to be more challenging and therefore expenenced "flow" conditions (Csikzentmihaiyi, (2.5) 6.33 (3.9) 4.7b (2.3) Post-ExDerimental Measures 
